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co|Te< ;ted pursuant to the cotmnents of the 
substrate and the filler material mside the 
JJ^ikire 1 tD-12) pursuant to MPEP 608.02, 
< tra^ ving$ will be prepared incorporating the 



Drawings: 

The aocompanying drawings have been 
examiner. Ciosshatching patterns for the dielectriif 
through hole have been oortected on all of figures 

Upon indication of acceptability, fomnal 
changes indicated. 

Claims : 

The new elements of amended claim 9 an ? si pported by the specification as follows. The 
dielectric substrate is illustrated in the drawings as element 10 and discussed in the specification 
as originally filed at page 6 lines 15*20. The upp ar imd lower surfeces are discussed iix the 



originally filed specification as **opposite sides p 



illustrated in the originally filed drawuigs. The p tat< ?d through holes extending between opposite 
sides of the substrate are discussed in the specific ation as originally filed at page 6 lines 15-20 
and illustrated in the drawings as element 12. Tfciat ihe through holes are landless is discussed in 
the originally filed specification at page 10 line 2;S tlirough page 1 1 line 14 and illustrated in the 
originally filed drawing^- The diameters of the tiiiroi igh holes and pads respectively are 
discussed in the specification as originally filed ^ t piige 10 line 29 through page 1 1 line 1* and 
illustrated in the originally filed drawings. The t iroi igh hole extendmg fit>m the upper to the 
lower substrate surface is discussed in the specifi!;^t Lon at page 6, lines 15 through 20, and 
illustrated in the drawings. The through hole inn sr £ urface plated with a conductive metal 14 is 
discussed in specification at page 7 lines 13 throiigh 16, and is illustrated in the drawings. The 
through hole fill composxtioii is discussed in the i dj inally filed specification at page 7 lines 20 
through 28, and is illustrated in the originally file d drawings. The smooth upper subcomposite 
surface formed by the fill composition* tqjper plaiin^ end and substrate upper surface is 
discussed in the specification at page 8 lines 3 tliiouj 13 and at page 9 lines 4 through 18, the 
smooth upper subcomposite surface also illustrat sd jn the drawings. 

With respect to claims 12-14, the conductive metal pad 44 plated onto the landless 
through hole inner plated surface and the fiill corr pouition is discussed in the originally filed 



the substrate" at page 6 lines 15-20 and are 
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Specification at page 10 line 14 through page 11 f 
drawings. 

Claims 9-17 have been amended to identi 
circuitry being illustrated in the drawings as origi ria](l; 
Claims 18-20 had been amended to identify the c 
dielectric material as a "second circuitry," respoi^ siv^ 
circuitry electrically connected to the first circuit y 
specification at page 1 1 lines 15 through 30, and 
amended 

New claims 22-24 are supported in the 
New claims 25-27 are supported in the 
Accordingly, all of the claims am&ndmen||s 

supported by a specification and drawings as 

the matter. 

Claim objections. 

Claim 21 has been canceled. 



add ressed 
appi aring 



li sail 



nimm ^^pjfictions - 35 use S 112: 

Claims 9-20 stand rejected under 35 USG 
{As claim 21 has been canceled, it will not be 
objected to "product-by-process"' limitations 
present amendments have eliminated the element| 
examiner, and is believed that the claims 9 and 
use § 112* 

As amended, claim 9 claims Q.yirst circuiify 
approximately equal to or less than the through 
to state that ihe first circuitry^ not the circuit Hne^ 
pad having a second diameter about equal to the 
now believed to be definite under 35 USC § 112, 

Pursuant to the examiner's comments^ ci 
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14 and illustrated in the originally filed 

y ijhe circuitry as a "first circuitry," said first 
ly submitted and as previously amended* 
rc^try disposed on a top surface of the layer of 
to the examiner*s comments. The second 
through the at least one via his described in 
i^ustratcd in the drawings as previously 

srifecification at page 7, lines 20 through 28. 
spf ci: icadon at page 7, lines 1 6 through 20. 
submitted herewith are believed to be fiilly 
ori#ns lly filed, and therefore do not destitute now 



12j second paragraph, as being indefinite. 
) Specifically, the examiner has 
in claims 9 and 10. It is believed that the 
ajjid the element language rejected by the 
presently amended are allowable under 35 



H>le 



having circuit lines which have a line width 
first diameter. Claim 12 has been amended 
fijirther comprises an upper conductive metal 
; hs : diameter. Amended claims 9 and 12 are 
sec ;ond paragraph, 

1 8-20 have been amended to clearly 



la tns 
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surf Lcc of fhe 



identify a second circuitry disposed on a top ! 
18-20 are now believed to be definite under 35 iJSC 



nio;.v.^].=>nrinng^^5USCS 103: 

Claims 9-20 are rejected under 35 USC 
(U,S. Patent No. 5,097,593) inviewof Lan et 

The law i s quite clear that in order for a 
prior art must suE^est the modifications sought 
1127 (CAFC iQ^^y Ar?^ Hn^^ipltal System, Ino. 
(CAFC 1984). 



103(a 



a) as being unpatentable over Jones et al 
S- Patent No. 5,906,0420 
cllinied invention to be rejected on obviousness, the 
patented; In re Goidon 221 U.S-P.Q* 1 125, 
vLfltefiore Hospital. 221 U.S.P.Q- 929, 933 



al :u 



to 3e 



sudice 



i id 



conned ;d 



t wi Ith 



if Lan, pr^>vides 



Amended claim 9 , Amended claim 9 cl^m^ 
one filled plated through hole with an inner 
extending from the upper to the lower surface; 
upper subcomposite surface electrically 
further comprismg circuit lines having a line 
diameter. 

Neither Jones, nor Jones m. view o 
not teach that the inner surface of his through h^ 
surface to the lower surfece of his substrate, 
and are electrically conductive solely by virtue 
within the fill material within the through holes 

Thus, it is clear that where the 
singly or in combination, then the modification y hie ih 
md motivated by some other reference through ? 
application itselfi which is not the case here. 
the structural limitations claimed with pardculsjitj 
believed to be allowable under 35 USC § 1030 

Amended riaitn 10. Amended Claim 1 
the limitations of, amended claim 9, and is for 
allowable under 35 USC § 103(a) over the prio 
Amended Claim 11, Amended Claim 



h ieit 
Inl tQtid, 



Tmrelbre, 
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layer of dielectric material. Claims 
§ 112p second paragraph. 



a printed wiring board comprising at least 
plated with a conductive metal plating and 
a first circuitry additively plated onto an 
to the plated through hole, the first circuitry 
approximately equal to or less than the first 



these teachings. In particular, Lan does 
are plated at all, let alone &om the upper 
, Lan's through hole surfaces are unplated, 
»f Electronically conductive particles suspended 
slee the abstract of Lan* 

do not teach the entire invention, either 
the invention represents must be suggested 
objective teaching and cannot come fiom the 

since the prior art of record does not teach 
by amended claim 9, amended claim 9 is 
oVer the prior art of record* 
) ij; dependent upon, and therefore includes all 

reasons discussed above believed to be 
ait of record. 

ii; indirectly and directly dependent upon, and 



^e 



11 



0 
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therefore mcludes all the limitadons of, amendi d claims 9 and 10 respectively, and is for tlie 
reasons discussed above believed to be allowal e mider 35 USC § 103(a) over the prior art of 
record. 

Moreover, amended Claim 1 1 claims th > anlditioxxal limitations wherein the first circuitry 
has an aspect ratio greater than about one. Ex mi net has maintained his assertion that Jones 
teaches this limitation. However^ the only supfj ;)rt provided for this assertion are references 



within Jones whereui it is stat^ that ckcuit line s 
together." See Jones at colimm 4, lines 37-38, * 



il012 



'pan be added" atid "can be put very close 
8 and 63-64. It is clear that xmder 



unambiguous rul^ of English language constru ^tion neither of these references modifies the 
clear and absolute limitations that appear in Jor 5s jit column 5, lines 3-9: "Indeed lines assmaM 
M 2 mils wide and on4 mil$ center can be emp oy sd m this tovonlion/' Thus Jones clearly states 
that a Tnaylmiim aspect ratio of one can be prais iced under the Jone$ reference. The examiner 
must provide another citation within Jones, or a lotlier reference to modify Jones, to objectively 
teach the limitation of aa aspect ration greater ti an 1, as it is clear that the rejection cannot be 
maintained if the teachmg comes only f rom the ipidicanf s mvention itself. In Re Oetiker. 24 
U.S.P.Q, 2nd 1443, 1445 (CAFC 1992). Thus i le ?xaminer*s assertion is wholly unsupported by 
his citations to Jones, or by any reasonable or k jally permissible application of the English 
language or its rules of construction. If the exai liner continues to reject amended claim 1 1 
responsive to an assertion that Jones teaches a f :st circuitry having an aspect ratio greater than 
about one, then the courtesy of a telephone intei /ie w with the undersigned is requested, who 



intervention of the Supervisory Examiner on 



may be reached at 440-305-3600; alternatively, |he 
this issue is hereby requested. 

Therefore, for these reasons and for the j 5a* ons established in applicants* responsive 
amendment filed on November 29, 2001, claim. 1 is believed to be allowable xmder 35 USC § 
103(a) over the prior art of record* 

Amended Claims 12- 14 . Amended CJai is 
upon and include all of the limitations of amend ;d 
above reasons not properly rejected under 35 Uf 

Moreover, applicant has pointed out wit! 
2002 that Jones does not teach the pad structure 
established in all of the Jones figures (Figures 1 \ 



12-14 are directly and indirectly dependent 
i 5laims 9, 10 and 1 1 and are, therefore, for the 
5 103 over the prior art of record. 
p£ rticularity hi his prior Amendment of July 1 0, 
ilaimed by amended claims 12-14* As 
■13^ and 2) and by his specification at column 2^ 
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larger than the thii:>tigh 



lines 47-52, his land 14 is much 
the plated through holes 1 2." Therefore the clelr 
and the basic laws of geometry, require that the 
through hole diameters, and cannot he "about © [ual 
Amended Cl aims 15-20. and new claiffi! 



Amended Claims 15*20, and new claimi 
upon and include all of the limitations of amenc sd 
above reasons not properly rejected under 35 Ui IC 

In conclusion^ the claims as amended an i 
condition for allowance over the prior art of rec ^rd 



Date: 



holes 12, the "lands 14 formed around 
i|nambiguou$ language of the Jones reference, 
land have a diameter grater than his 
to" the same. 
■27. 



Joaes 



22. 



121013 



•27 are directly and indirectly dependent 
claims 9, 10 and 11 and are, therefore, for the 
§ 103 over the prior art of record* 
njewly submitted are now believed to be in 



Rd pe ;tfully submitted, 
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